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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-7 are is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 

for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 

regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "the first write-in first read-out rule" in lines 6-7. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "the error byte" in line 10. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 2 recites the limitation "the memory unit" in line 4. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Which memory does "the memory unit" 
refer to? 

Claim 2 recites the limitation "the write-in sequence" in line 5. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 2 recites the limitation "the memory addresses" in line 5. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 2 recites the limitation "the read-out sequence" in line 8. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
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Claim 2 recites the limitation "the value the write pointer and the read pointer" in line 8. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Note: "the value the 
write pointer and the read pointer" is incomprehensible and needs to be corrected. 
Claim 3 recites the limitation "the memory unit" in line 1 . There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. What memory does "the memory unit" 
refer to? 

Claim 4 recites the limitation "the error correction code function" in lines 2-3. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 6 recites, "the correctable byte is one error bit". A byte is generally made up of 8 
bits and cannot be a bit. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

1 . Claims 1,4,6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as being anticipated by 
Kao; Ming-Luh et al. (US 5200962 A, hereafter referred to as Kao). 

35 U.S.C. 102(b) rejection of claim 1. 

Kao teaches an error correction code encoder unit for receiving an input data and 
generating a check code according to the input data (the Abstract in Kao teaches that 
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Error Correction Code Processor 54 in Transmitter 42 of Figure 2 in Kao comprises an 
error correction code encoder unit for receiving an input data and generating a check 
code according to the input data whenever a threshold falls below a predetermined level 
for Modem A in Figure 1 of Kao); a first-in-first-out memory circuit for holding the input 
data and the check code and outputting the input data and the check code according to 
the first write-in first read-out rule (the Abstract in Kao teaches that FIFO 52 of Figure 2 
in Kao is a first-in-first-out memory circuit for holding the input data and the check code 
and outputting the input data and the check code according to the first write-in first read- 
out rule); and an error correction code decoder unit coupled to the first-in-first-out 
memory circuit for finding error bits according to the input data and the check code such 
that if an error bit is found and if the error byte is within a correctable byte error range, 
the decoder unit outputs a corrected input data (Error Corrector 72 of Figure 2 in 
Modem B in Figure 1 of Kao is an error correction code decoder unit coupled through a 
transmission medium to the first-in-first-out memory circuit FIFO 52 of Modem A in 
Figure 1 for finding error bits according to the input data and the check code such that if 
an error bit is found and if the error byte is within a correctable byte error range, the 
decoder unit outputs a corrected input data). 

35 U.S.C. 102(b) rejection of claim 4. 

Switch 50 in Figure 2 of Kao is a setting circuit for enabling or disabling the error 
correction code function in the first-in-first-out memory (Step 106 in Figure 4 teaches 
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that when switch 50 is in position E, error correction is enabled otherwise it is disabled 
when in position D). 



35 U.S.C. 102(b) rejection of claim 7. 

The abstract in Kao teaches a variable rate encoder, which is inherently capable of and 
encompasses the ability to provide enough error correction to detect two error bits in an 
error byte. See In re Swinehart, 439 F.2d 210, 212-13, 169 USPQ 226, 228-29 (CCPA 
1971) and In re Schreiber, 128 F.3d 1473, 1477, 44 USPQ2d 1429, 1431 (Fed. Cir. 
1997). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 
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2. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kao; 
Ming-Luh et al. (US 5200962 A, hereafter referred to as Kao) in view of Kreifels; Gerard 
A. (US 4891788 A). 

35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejection of claim 2. 

Kao substantially teaches the claimed invention described in claim 1 (as rejected 
above). In addition, the Abstract in Kao teaches that FIFO 54 in Figure 2 of Kao is a 
memory unit for holding input data and check codes. 

However Kao does not explicitly teach the specific operational details of FIFO 54 in 
Figure 2 of Kao. 

Kreifels, in an analogous art, teaches the specific operational details of Prior Art FIFOs. 
In particular, Kreifels teaches a write control unit 32 in Figure 1 of Kreifels coupled to the 
memory unit 10, wherein the write control unit 32 has a pointer for controlling the write- 
in sequence of the memory addresses of the input data and the check codes (see Write 
Address Pointer 24 in Figure 1 of Kreifels); a read control unit 34 coupled to the memory 
unit 10, wherein the read control 34 unit has a pointer for controlling the read-out 
sequence of the memory addresses of the input data and the check codes (see Read 
Address Pointer 28 in Figure 1 of Kreifels); and a flag logic unit coupled to the write 
control unit and the read control unit for setting up a memory full flag and a memory 
empty flag according to the value the write pointer and the read pointer (Flag Logic Unit 

36 in Figure 1 of Kreifels is a flag logic unit coupled to the write control unit and the read 



Application/Control Number: 10/065,737 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2133 

control unit for setting up a memory full flag and a memory empty flag according to the 
value the write pointer and the read pointer). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Kao with the teachings of Kreifels by including use of the 
typical Prior Art FIFO. This modification would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, because one of ordinary skill in the 
art would have recognized that use of the typical Prior Art FIFO would have provided 
the opportunity for implementing FIFO 54 in Figure 2 of Kao. 

3. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kao; 
Ming-Luh et al. (US 5200962 A, hereafter referred to as Kao) in view of Bloker; 
Raymond E. et al. (US 5768196 A, hereafter referred to as Bloker). 

35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejection of claim 3. 

Kao substantially teaches the claimed invention described in claim 1 (as rejected 
above). 

However Kao does not explicitly teach the specific use of redundant memory. 
Bloker, in an analogous art, teaches use of redundant memory (see Abstract in Bloker). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Kao with the teachings of Bloker by including use of 
redundant memory. This modification would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art, at the time the invention was made, because one of ordinary skill in the art 
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would have recognized that use of redundant memory would have provided the 
opportunity to provide replacemsnt storage units for faulty storage cells. 

4. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kao; 
Ming-Luh et al. (US 5200962 A, hereafter referred to as Kao). 

35 U.S.G. 103(a) rejection of claim 5. 

Kao substantially teaches the claimed invention described in claims 1 and 4 (as rejected 
above). 

However Kao does not explicitly teach the specific circuit details for constructing switch 
50 in Figure 1 of Kao. 

The Examiner asserts that it would be obvious to use typical and well known element 
such as multiplexers and inverters to construct switch 50 in Figure 1 of Kao base on 
obvious engineering design requirements such as availability of materials and circuit 
requirements. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Kao by including use of an inverter and 
multiplexer for constructing a switch. This modification would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, because one of ordinary 
skill in the art would have recognized that use of an inverter and multiplexer would have 
provided the opportunity to construct switch 50 in Figure 1 of Kao base on obvious 
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engineering design requirements such as availability of materials and circuit 
requirements. 

Conclusion 

5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Jones; Christopher W. et al. (US 6678861 B1) teaches to a 
method and/or architecture for a FIFO with cyclic redundancy checking (CRC) in a 
programmable logic device (PLD). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joseph D. Torres whose telephone number is (703) 
308-7066. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-5. 
If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Albert Decady can be reached on (703) 305-9595. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Centef (EBG^aV 866-21 7-9197 (toll-free). 



